The previous chapters have provided an overview of agencification in 29 countries and one supranational organization. The authors have demonstrated that there is large variety in both the types of agencies and in experiences with agency creation over time. These experiences can now be used to draw some lessons and formulate recommendations that governments may use to improve their decisions about the creation and governance of agencies.
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This chapter is based on a number of sources. The first source is the research into agencies and agencification as reported by the authors in this book. The second source are the lessons and recommendations that a number of these authors have described on the basis of their home countries' experiences with agencies. These country-specific lessons have been published separately on the website of the network (www.soc.kuleuven.be/io/cost). The third source were reports in which agency experiences from a number of countries were compared with each other (see OECD 2002; McGauran et al. 2005; Jann et al. 2008) . And fourth, we have used existing academic literature on agencification. Based on all these sources, we have selected a number of problems that have occurred in several countries.
We will discuss what can be learned from these problems (lessons) and which solutions could be or have been tried to combat these problems (policy recommendations). Whether similar solutions would work to solve similar problems in one's own country has to be decided by the reader. The selection of lessons and recommendations has been extensively discussed within the network, which has helped us significantly improve this chapter.
1 This chapter will discuss five themes that have recurred in several countries: creation of agencies, autonomy, steering and control, agency management and governance, coordination and collaboration. Although these themes are discussed separately, they should be considered in an integrated way when governments design or reorient their agencification policy. These five issues mutually affect each other and one should try to relate them in a consistent way in order to secure a transparent and effective governance of public-sector agencies. The absence of a holistic and integrated view of these five elements in most, if not all, of the countries discussed in this book is probably one of the most important lacunae in current agencification policies -if such policies even exist, since that also seems to be a major problem. As highlighted also elsewhere (see Jann et al. 2008: 27) , coherent agencification policies 'dealing with all dimensions of agency governance are a rare species within countries'. However, designing such a holistic and integrated view is not easy, as research shows that public-administration systems actually are a mixed order of partly overlapping, partly contradicting supplementing and competing organizational forms, and they have in that respect a compound nature (cf. Laegreid and Verhoest 2010b; Olsen 2007 Olsen , 2010 .
For each theme we will discuss what we can learn from the research reported in this book, why these findings may point to an existing problem, and which potential solutions are available. At the end of each section of this chapter, lessons and general policy recommendations will be summed up. The analyses done for this chapter encompass both executive and regulatory agencies. As such, most, although not all, of the reported findings and policy recommendations may apply to both kinds of agencies.
Creation of agencies
Before we turn to the lessons and recommendations, we should issue a warning: agency experiences are highly dependent on the context in which they take place. Countries have different politico-administrative traditions, cultures and legal systems, leading to different stages and outcomes in state organization and development (see, for example. the experiences in Estonia, Pakistan and Norway). Historical heritages like colonial occupation, institutional traditions, crises such as wars and the current financial crisis, and transitions such as democratization and European integration all have impacts on the process of agency creation, and consequently should be taken into account when applying lessons from one country to a another (cf. Dolowitz and Marsh 1996).
No single best-agency model
This also implies that there is no one single best-agency model that can be uniformly applied across countries. The increased proliferation of agencies under the influence of NPM in most Western countries from the 1980s on has fed the belief that there is one agency model, or even that there is one best-agency model, namely the NPM ideal-type agency model. In this model, agencies are disaggregated from the core government to enable a more business-like management, which is performance or result driven, with high levels of (managerial) autonomy. The Next Steps agencies in the United Kingdom are often seen as the embodiment of this model. Many of the reforms in transitional and developing countries have -also under pressure from international organizations, such as the IMF and donor organizations -taken this model as a blueprint, copying the model into their own public sector without adapting to local circumstances and traditions (see, for example, Thailand, Tanzania and the CEE countries). This has led to implementation problems, because the new organizations do not entirely fit with the existing institutions and practices. Also, Western developed countries have often tried to copy the basic features of this NPM ideal-type
